Qualitative analysis of qualitative evaluation: An exploratory examination of investigative interviewers' reflections on their performance
The evaluation of interviewing performance, as a tool for professional development of interview skills, is a core element of the British PEACE model, being defined as central to the professional development of investigative interviewers (Shepherd & Griffiths, 2013) . However, it was noted by these authors that little attention has been paid to the task of self-evaluation since the introduction of the model in the 1990s, largely (they argue) because it has been viewed as a complex task, existing within an expediency driven culture that prioritises process and outcome over the development of personal competence and skills.
There is a dearth of literature concerning how (and how effectively) law enforcement officers reflect and evaluate their own performance. A recent study, undertaken by Walsh, King, and Griffiths (2017) , found that investigators regularly over-rated their own interview performance when compared to that of an independent expert. In that study, the participants assessed their own interview performance across 30 behavioural dimensions, using a five-point Likert scale. As their study required investigators to measure their performance on many behavioural dimensions, Walsh et al. reasoned that professionals (if they were being either honest or accurate) would, on occasions, have to attribute a low score, simply because interviewing is complex and no-one can perform skilfully all of the time. Since interviewing is one of the key (and frequently undertaken) tasks in criminal investigations, they continued, such truthful acknowledgement, when using the measurement scale, might well have been a difficult pill for them to swallow. The authors acknowledged that this methodological approach might have had the unintended consequence of both encouraging their participants to be less accurate about their performance, and also to overrate themselves. This consequence was realised when the expert consistently awarded lower marks in his blind assessments of the same interviews. As such, the scale itself may have led to those less candid self-assessments. Nevertheless, given (a) the importance of investigative interviewing to an investigator's necessary repertoire of skills (Milne & Bull, 1999) , and (b) the importance of evaluation within the PEACE model (Shepherd & Griffiths, 2013) , it is imperative that an effective approach is found that encourages officers to be both reflective and also to enable them to accurately evaluate their performance to help them to progressively develop their interviewing skills. Further, quantitative field studies of investigators over several decades (e.g. Baldwin, 1993 , Clarke & Milne, 2001 , Griffiths, Milne & Cherryman, 2011 , Walsh & Bull, 2012 2015) have often found that interview performance is at unsatisfactory skill levels. As such, the present study was a sequel to the Walsh et al. study (2017) , designed to examine whether a more reflective methodology would produce more accurate and insightful self-assessments. Moon (1999) describes reflection as a process that involves both thinking and learning either for personal future development or as a prompt for further reflection.
The importance of reflection as a platform for skills development
Moon continues that reflection differentiates from mere description (which she argues relates to consideration, questioning, critique or developing meaning of an experience at only a superficial level). Reflection, in contrast, is defined by Moon as that which involves deeper levels of (i) analysis; (ii) attempts at behavioural explanation (that is characterised by "standing back", "mulling over", "self-questioning", and "critical awareness"); and (iii) acknowledgement that other prior experiences have interacted with, and accordingly influenced, the one being reflected upon. Such a process of review, she concludes, prompts new ideas, reframing of perspectives or behavioural changes.
The benefits of reflection (as a partner to self-evaluation) have been well chronicled across many professional domains. For example, in the field of education, it has been found that reflection was the cornerstone of teachers' enhancement of the necessary skills that are core to their professional role (Baird, Fensham, Gunstone, & White, 1991) . However, Argyris and Schön (1978) suggest that evaluating one's own professional performance is demanding, while Dunning, Johnson, Ehrlinger and Kruger (2003) have argued that inaccurate self-assessments should perhaps be expected when mediated by professionals who, say, either through inexperience and/or lack of expertise, display incompetence, This view would concur with Bloom's taxonomy of learning (1956) , which maintains that there are six graduated domains of increasing difficulty related to the acquisition of cognitive skills, each one of which must be mastered before proceeding to the next. These are (i) knowledge; (ii) comprehension; (iii) application; (iv) analysis; (v) synthesis; and finally, (vi) evaluation. Bloom's model suggests that competent analysis and evaluation are not within the skills vocabulary of a practitioner until they are wholly competent in the knowledge underpinning the skill, mature comprehension of the same, and can apply the skill.
Indeed, Kruger and Dunning (1999) found that improvements occurred among those responding positively to coaching in their metacognitive and logical skills. These findings highlight the importance of this particular set of cognitive skills in the act of reflection.
One of the earlier theoretical approaches to capture this concept was that of Kolb's experiential learning cycle (1984) . The cycle, influenced by the even earlier work of Lewin (1951) , commences with the concretisation of a specific event, which Kolb ventured would prompt the learner to engage in a process that included selfcritical feedback (by way of reflection), which in turn, would prompt future learning when similar circumstances were next encountered. In the context of the workplace, Schön (1983, p. 277) described this process as one of "reflection in action". In brief, the knowledge and learning that is reckoned to emerge from such a cyclical exercise creates environments where "professional practice evolves from applying knowledge to practical situations" (Abbott, 1981, p. 826) . Evaluation is an integral part of this process, and is multi-faceted. For example, feedback (as part of evaluation) can be further sub-divided into outcome feedback and process feedback (Hoffman et al., 2014) , focusing on different aspects of performance. Hoffman et al. note the consensual view; that feedback is valuable to the acquisition of skills because it forms the basis of understanding (i) what needs to improve in the future; (ii) what steps are to be undertaken to trigger the desired improvement; and (iii) whether the undertaken remedial action actually led to improvements.
Evaluation as a platform for skills development
The principles of Kolb's model can be seen in the original PEACE training materials (Central Planning & Training Unit, 1992) where mock interviews and feedback sessions were included within the training model (Griffiths, 2008) , and to an even greater degree in the later specialist training courses where an ability to both give feedback to colleagues and self-assess were specific competencies (Griffiths & Milne, 2006) ., Given the general success of both these programs (Griffiths & Milne, 2006; McGurk, Carr, & McGurk, 1993) it might be wondered why the incorporation of Kolb's model, or self-reflection in some other form, into real life PEACE practice, (and, indeed, wider law enforcement) has been less successful. Surveys of investigators since the turn of the century have regularly found inconsistent approaches to the task of self-evaluation (where it is practised), and, as regularly, found that its practice not undertaken (Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Milne, 2007; Walsh & Bull, 2011) .
Where self-evaluation has been practised, it is not uncommon to find that people tend to exaggerate their own capabilities. To the extent that such a phenomenon motivates individuals, while protecting their self-esteem, overconfidence might well be viewed as a good thing (Adams & Adams, 1960) .
Nevertheless, there are adverse impacts to this delusion, affecting law enforcement officers' beliefs as to how well they think they undertake key tasks, such as interviewing, and also acting as a hindrance to their improvement. That is, such wishful thinking may lead to over-optimism by professionals, leading to them deciding that there is no need to improve (Armor & Taylor, 2003) .
Neutral of domain, it has been often found in the literature that the protection of self-esteem encourages people to over-assess their qualities, while overlooking their own shortcomings (e.g., Alicke & Govorun, 2005; Sedikides & Gregg, 2003; 2008) . It has been argued that the motivation for this self-enhancement is a self-serving bias.
Specifically, individuals undertake psychological re-constructions in attempts to assess their own attributes in a manner more advantageous to their own self-interests (Campbell & Sedikides, 1999; Sedikides, Campbell, Elliot, & Reeder, 2002) . Indeed, Roy and Liersch (2013) , in their study of self-assessment of driving skills, found a tendency for individuals to focus upon those skills in which they believed they possessed much ability (regardless of how vital these skills were to the task of driving).
These authors also found a tendency for their participants to ignore some skills more central to the task (skills which third parties, familiar with the participants' driving ability, viewed as ones they did not undertake effectively). This led, in that study, to their participants holding an idiosyncratic view, both of the required skills that defined good drivers, and of one's ability in undertaking them.
Roy and Liersch's findings correlate with those revealed in studies concerning the elicitation of professionals' beliefs with regard to investigative interviewing (e.g. Cherryman, 2000 , Walsh & Milne, 2007 Walsh & Bull, 2011) . In those studies, it was also found that there was no agreement as to an understood standard of interviewing excellence (and, implicitly, what poor interviewing involved) . Bull and Cherryman (1996) also found that highly experienced detectives rated themselves as skilled, with none admitting to be 'poor'. (see also, Clarke & Milne, 2001 ; La Rooy, Lamb, & Memon, 2011 for similar findings).
As already noted, in our prequel study (Walsh et al., 2017) , we found that investigators consistently exaggerated their own skills, when measured on a Likert scale. The participants rated themselves as more skilled in each of the 30 assessed behavioural dimensions (when compared with the blind ratings of an independent expert), with significant differences in twenty-seven of these dimensions. The findings of our prequel study provided strong evidence in support of the consensus in contemporary research literature with regards to 'what' is happening. However, in common with much quantitative research, our findings do not assist in explaining the 'why' of the phenomena. This conundrum led to the subsequent design of the present study, in order to gain a deeper understanding of both self-evaluation and reflection.
The present study, therefore, focused on the content of reflection logs (completed by a representative sample of the participants from the earlier study, utilising a qualitative methodology), hypothesised to be better suited to deriving a deeper understanding from the text.
The use of both quantitative and qualitative methodology to explore interviewer performance has been successfully used previously. That is, having conducted quantitative research that provided strong evidence of skill enhancement attained by police officers that underwent specialist interview training (Griffiths & Milne, 2006; Griffiths, 2008) , Griffiths and his associates subsequently utilised qualitative research methods in their next study (Griffiths et al., 2011) . This later study explored the questioning strategies that were employed in interviews with suspects and witnesses that had been conducted by a smaller group drawn from the original cohort. The results of both studies, taken together, provided both statistical evidence that the questioning skills of the officers improved after training, and also a useful narrative about the complex nature of questioning, as understood by the participants. That is, Griffiths et al.'s (2006) first study provided the statistical evidence of the improvement, while their later study (Griffiths et al., 2011 ) provided evidence, not only concerning the reasons for such improvement, but also where further development of the training could be made. The present study was thus similarly designed with the aim of providing opportunity to enhance the results of the prequel study in a similar manner.
Method

Participants and Procedure
The participants in the present study (for which ethics authorisation had been given by the second author's home University) were the same 35 public sector fraud investigators from a small law enforcement agency in the UK, who had attended a three-day refresher interview-training course, and participated in the prequel study (Walsh et al., 2017) . In that earlier study, the investigators interviewed mock suspects concerning suspected crimes for a maximum of 45 minutes, based on real-life cases within their agency's jurisdiction (i.e. labour exploitation/modern slavery). All the investigators had earlier been trained in the PEACE model. In terms of their experience, twenty-five had conducted investigations for over ten years, with a further seven possessing between 5-10 years' experience, while of the remainder each had been serving as investigators for less than five years (and had each undertaken no more than 50 interviews). Of those with more than five years' experience, 27 stated that they had conducted more than 300 interviews, while five stated that they had conducted around 150-200 interviews. Twenty-five of the sample involved male investigators. The mean duration of the interviews in the present study was 37.03 minutes (SD = 7.62), in a range of 24-45 minutes.
Each of the investigators were given a copy of their video-recorded interview.
They were then first asked to rate their performance, using a rating scale that had evolved from prior studies (e.g. Bull & Cherryman, 1996; Clarke & Milne, 2001; Griffiths, 2008; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008 , thus incorporating agreed interviewing skills, recommended in the PEACE framework). In sum, the scale possessed 30 dimensions of interview skills (measured on an ascending five-point Likert scale, where a score of '1' represented 'poor performance, '2' 'inadequate, and '3' being rated as satisfactory). A score of '4' would be applied to skilled performance levels, while a rating of '5' would be provided to highly skilled examples. Following other studies (e.g., Clarke & Milne, 2001; Griffiths & Milne, 2006; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Bull, 2012; Walsh & Milne, 2008) , a score of '3' on the scale would be the minimum viewed as acceptable. Once the investigators had independently undertaken their self-assessment task, they dispatched their assessments (within two weeks of the completion of the course by email to the second author, himself being highly familiar with the rating scale and its definitions). An expert, possessing both 30 years investigative interviewing experience and a Masters' degree in criminal investigation, was recruited to undertake independent assessments of the sample. Having been trained by the second author in the rating scales, the expert (blind of the investigators' self-ratings) conducted his own assessments of the entire sample from a second copy of the video recordings. Before examining the self-ratings, thirty-three per cent (n =10) of the expert's ratings were subject to measures of reliability by the second author, generally finding a high level of concordance. That is, all scores were in excess of 0.80, using Cohen's kappa, except for two (active listening and employing a logical interview structure, where both scored 0.77). to watch the recording of their interview independently, reflect upon the experience and then write a narrative addressing all those six areas. There was no specific word limit for each section. The logs were to be submitted no more than a month after their training had been undertaken. Twenty-seven completed reflection logs were submitted, and all were read in the initial phases of finalising the most appropriate method of analysis.
To better manage the large amount of data that was received, a two-factor purposive sampling rationale was designed to reduce the number of reflection logs analysed for this present study. Firstly, the expert's blind ratings from the initial study had identified a hierarchy of skill amongst the cohort (Walsh et al.,2017) . Eight investigators had been rated in the earlier study as highly skilled (of which seven were males), 15 as skilled (of which seven were females) and four as low skilled (two males and females apiece). As such, it was important to distribute the data analysed evenly across the different skill levels to ensure that the results were not skewed by a disproportionate use of high or low skilled interviewers. As such, a sample of 12 reflection logs -evenly distributed across the three original skill levels was used in the present study. It is to be noted that definitions of interviewing skills pertain to their overall interview skill levels, not their skill levels relating to certain behavioural dimensions.
The final sample size of 12 reflection logs, involved all the four low skilled interviewers, as noted above, along with four highly skilled interviewers (three of which were males) and four skilled interviewers (two males and females). This purposive sampling process thus produced a cohort of seven males and five females, eleven of whom possessed over five years' experience as investigators (with four of that number possessing over ten years' experience).
In this exploratory study, the first author of the present study (who played no role in the assessments of the earlier study, though he was aware of those earlier ratings) analysed and coded the data contained in the essentially freehand reflection logs (which were repeatedly re-read). In order to identify themes, we undertook an adaptation of Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis known as thought listing procedure' (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981) . A further variant of thought listing (known as 'Think Aloud') has been used previously to positive effect in qualitative analyses of interviewers' behaviour (Griffiths et al., 2011; Wright & Powell, 2006a; 2006b ).
The present study's methodology also focused upon the data coding and analysis in areas of greatest interest within the overall content of the reflection logs.
In the prequel study, a series of independent sample t-tests found that investigators' self-evaluation scores were higher than those of the expert along all 30 dimensions (with 27 of these found to be significantly different). As such, the present study restricted coding and analyses to those five behavioural dimensions with the greatest magnitude of t. These were when investigators provided (i) a route map of the intended interview (where t = 8.64); (ii) suspects with an opportunity to give an account (5.65); (iii) pauses and silences (5.52); (iv) periodic and final summaries (5.76); and (v) cognitive interview skills (8.53). In addition, we reasoned that coding and analyses of the areas of most concordance between the expert and investigators might also assist in answering the research question (that is, those three behavioural dimensions where no significant differences were found prequel study; preparation and planning, covering the legal points to prove, and being open minded).
Results
The results will be reported commencing with the three behavioural dimensions where (in our prequel study) there were no significant differences found between the assessments of both the expert and the investigator cohort in our prequel study, before proceeding to report our findings in the order of increasingly higher t values that were found in that study.
Areas where no significant differences were found
Preparation and Planning
All 12 participants wrote about this element of the PEACE model (with the majority devoting extensive areas of their reflections to this dimension), emphasising not only its importance, but also its connection to overall interview performance. The reflections ranged from detailed and insightful entries, which included examples of what the participant did, accompanied with a rationale and the result, to basic statements that described following a process.
The highly skilled participants wrote about diverse aspects of the planning and preparation process, such as the dynamics between the lead and secondary interviewers, as well as the evidence and interview structure. There was a consensus from all participants that they were preparing the interview based on the information that was already in their possession, and that the information was both credible and unequivocal. None of the participants specified any contingency for the unexpected (as the training and guidance recommends that they should). Interviewer 8, "we planned the questions we wished to ask, and the interview followed the plan''.
Interviewer 1 reflected that "The interview moved through the topics as we had planned and was building to the challenge phase" It was noticeable from almost all of the reflections in this area that the participants' interview plans appeared quite rigid, as if there was a set pattern to follow.
It was only Interviewer 14 (rated as skilled, as opposed to highly skilled), who introduced any notion of flexibility, writing;
"Following a review of all available material, a written interview plan was produced with topic areas identified. I used this plan in interview but it was not intended to be rigid, and allowed for some fluency"
Coverage of the Legal Points to Prove
This dimension received coverage in the reflection logs from all the high skilled and skilled participants, but with only one of the lower skilled participants including it within their reflections.
All participants, who included the dimension within their response, agreed that the interviews they conducted were only of value when seen in the context of the offences that were under investigation. Entries in this dimension were also heavily linked to both the preparation and planning and open-minded dimensions.
Highly skilled and skilled participants' reflections linked the concepts of planning and points to prove indicating a grasp of the approaching the interview with a view to progressing an investigation by supporting or negating the points to prove of a particular offence(s). The use of terms like 'defences' and 'mitigation' showed a balanced approach to the interviews, and an absence of guilt or confirmation bias from these participants (where the participant was conducting a suspect interview), or an objective view of the credibility of the information provided by the witness (where they were conducting a witness interview). For example, Interviewer 20 (a highly skilled interviewer) typified this professional approach, writing; "I undertook a review of the relevant points to prove for this offence, the available defences or mitigation that could be used by the suspect. I dealt with each topic separately to achieve all the elements to prove or disprove the level of involvement of this suspect" (then listed those elements). Interviewer 12, also highly skilled, gave similar reflections to Interviewer 20;
" I reviewed the relevant information and established points to prove, available defences or mitigation that could be used by the suspect"
In contrast to the insight of the skilled and highly skilled participants, the only low skilled participant (Interviewer 10) to include this dimension, made rather more simplistic and basic comments;
"We did establish the core points to prove the offence under the relevant law"
That is, there was no mention of accommodating defences, mitigation or new information. The other low skilled participants wrote reflections that showed they had considered the information obtained as a result of the interview, but did not make the connection between that and the points to prove. Interviewer 8, for example, listed 12 questions that she required an answer to when describing her planning of the interview, and then listed the answer to each question within the reflection log, but did not articulate any assessment as to whether the answers received assisted in proving or disproving the allegation.
Open Mindedness
All participants, regardless of their skill levels, made references to this dimension, with some more explicitly than others. Those more implicit in their comments appeared to demonstrate sentiments that might well lead to the avoidance of confirmation bias (if such feelings were replicated when actually undertaking interviews with suspects). Interviewer 10, a low skilled interviewer summarised in one sentence the link between the three dimensions reported thus far writing;
"Myself and X spent time planning and preparing for the interview, identifying
what was required to prove or disprove the offence in order to obtain accurate and reliable information to ascertain the truth".
Areas of relatively moderate t values in the Prequel Study
Opportunity to Give an Account
In this area, there was a marked difference in the reflections of the highly skilled and skilled participants when compared to the low skilled. Only one of the low skilled participants mentioned this dimension, whereas 90% (n=7) of the skilled and highly skilled participants made some reference to this fundamental reason for any interview with a suspect or witness. The reflections, however, were largely characterised by their apparent simplicity rather than being more insightful and revealing. For example, interviewer 9 stated;
"I tried to allow the interviewee the opportunity to give me her account in her own words and uninterrupted by me".
Furthermore, there were only rare examples of the dimension being more deeply explored (that is, as part of rapport building in establishing the appropriate conditions to enable the interviewee to give maximum information disclosure).
Interviewer 19, one of the low skilled participants, provided the most analytical point, wrote;
"My failure to explain the reason for the interview was a fundamental flaw. The omission could have jeopardised the content of the entire interview. A clear understanding by the interviewee of why they are there is imperative in ensuring cooperation, building rapport".
It was found more common, even from skilled interviewers, for them to provide comments associating this dimension with the objectives of the interview and the task orientated part of the process as opposed to facilitating effective conversation. For example, Interviewer 1 (rated as skilled) wrote;
"it is vital that the reason for the interview is clearly explained, it is important to explain the objectives of the interview".
The same participant compounded this perspective adding, with respect to his future practice;
"I will ensure that I provide a better explanation, I have been guilty of just referring to the offence without actually specifying what the details of the offence are".
Pauses and Silence
Half of the participants (n=6) included reference to this dimension in their reflection logs, and the responses were distributed across the hierarchy of skill. Two of the lower skilled participants wrote comments concerning their own performance based on behaviour they also described in their reflection logs, whereas only one of the higher skilled participants mentioned the dimension. Three of the skilled participants reflected on this particular dimension. The content of some of the reflections revealed a distinct lack of knowledge concerning this dimension, arguably 
Summarising
The PEACE model recommends that interviewers summarise at the end of the first account and each topic. Despite this, however, reflections on this area were sparse amongst the reflection logs. Only 25% of the participants (n=3) included this dimension in their reflections. One of the lower skilled interviewers (#10) realised that she had not summarised at all during the interview. Interviewer 12 (a skilled interviewer) also realised that he had not summarised, whereas interviewer 1 (also a skilled interviewer) noted that he did summarise at the appropriate points. The only analytical critique with regard to this dimension came from Interviewer 14 (rated as highly skilled), but this was an abstract comment referencing an academic article that reinforces the importance of summarising within the model, as opposed to assessing her own use of the dimension.
Areas with the Largest t Values in the Prequel Study
The last two dimensions that we analysed had both been found to have a large effect size in the prequel study. The analysis of these dimensions across reflection logs from all participants in this follow up study showed minimal consideration of these dimensions, as demonstrated by the paucity of comments relating to them. In relation to the first (that is, providing a route map) only one participant made any reference to this dimension. This was a skilled interviewer (#1) who stated that he omitted to utilise a route map at the start of his interview and also how this would have improved his interview. In relation to the second dimension with largest t magnitude (Cognitive Interview skills), there were just two comments made. One made by a highly skilled interview, and the other by a low skilled interviewer. Skilled interviewer 15's reflection, however, was abstract and referred to the theoretical use of cognitive interview techniques as a means of increasing the amount of reliable information gleaned from an interviewee (rather than reflective comments concerning their own utilisation of the Cognitive Interview). The unskilled interviewer (#19) wrote (albeit inaccurately) that the circumstances of the interview conducted,
"did not lend themselves to adopting a Cognitive Interview approach as this method of interview is more aligned to first hand witness events"
Discussion
This sequel study sought to ascertain whether narrative self-reflection logs provided more accurate and insightful feedback than numeric score evaluation sheets.
The exploratory nature of the study required an innovative methodology dependent on two key factors; the self-reflection log itself and the analysis applied to the data within the logs. Both factors, could be viewed as potential limitations on the validity of the results, and so it is appropriate to address these concerns at the start of this discussion.
The reflection log was, effectively, a series of open questions asking participants to focus on broad areas of their experience (Gibbs, 1988) . The design contrasts with a conventional questionnaire, or self-assessment, which contains a series of prescriptive or closed type questions offering a choice of answers or a numerical range for the participant to rate their experience and or ability. Appropriately for the subject matter of the study, the situation mirrors the difference between an interviewer who uses a low number of open questions and one who asks a series of probing focused questions. Following this analogy, it is reasonable to assume, that the combination of open questions and the generous word limit would produce long replies (abundance of data), but that the replies (data) would be divergent on the basis that the reflection logs were completed independently by participants after their training course (and not prescriptive in asking set questions about specific behavioural dimensions).
The consequences of the reflection log design were that, while generally obeying the overall word limit, participants adopted different styles, which may reflect their personal preference of learning style when completing the reflection logs. Some opted not to follow the six-stage model (Gibbs, 1988) , producing one long narrative, while others utilised part of the available space to either critique the logistics of the mock interview scenario, or describe the dynamics of the study group. Some participants did follow the six headings, but wrote extensively in the 'Description' area of the logs, and correspondingly, less in the Evaluation, Analysis, Conclusion and Action Plan areas (which were more important to the aims of the study). These actions might be interpreted either as ones relating to certain investigators failing to possess an inherent reflective learning style. Alternatively, it may well be that some participants found it less cognitively demanding to write descriptively rather than analytically. That is, even when investigators have much liberty to discuss in some depth their own performance, some are still unable to engage in reflection, stubbornly remaining in a descriptive mode. That is, they do not reflect or evaluate at anything other than what Moon (1999) would describe as a superficial level.
It could also be argued that the varying styles adopted by the participants was linked to their level of motivation in completing the task. One clue to answering this question, might exist in the matter that they did comply with our request to complete them, taking likely several hours of their own time (when they not under any expectation or duress so to do), whereas around a quarter (presumably less motivated) of the original sample did not. Additionally, while we cannot overlook that issues of social desirability might have affected their responses, we assured the investigators that their reflective logs would not be shared with their employer, but only with the research team. Further, the candour (regardless of its accuracy) concerning criticisms of either their employer, the training products, or of wider criminal investigation processes, which were found in several of the logs, suggest that pleasing the research team was the least of their concerns.
Finally, the weaker logs may be a product of investigators being less articulate when undertaking such written exercises, rather than any lack of ability to reflect, or motivation. As such, it is suggested that future research examines both literacy and learning styles of participants. Nevertheless, given that many of the investigators possessed considerable experience, we might safely assume that they would be (i) capable of understanding and following the specific instructions given to them by the researchers, as well as (ii) being familiar with writing in-depth reports of their cases of similar length as the logs. As such, the task of writing the logs would be expected to be unlikely to have challenged them, even if they may have been less familiar with writing reflectively. Therefore, overall, despite the potential limitations of the reflection logs, we argue that the design and manner in which the participants completed the reflection logs contributes to one of the major findings of the study, and is very helpful in answering the original research questions.
The second potential limitation concerned the analysis of eight of the 30 behavioural dimensions used as a basis for the coding and analysis, used in the earlier study (Walsh et al., 2017) ; that were themselves derived from previous research (e.g. Clarke & Milne, 2001; Griffiths, 2008; Walsh & Bull, 2010; Walsh & Milne, 2008) . Using a rationale that not all behaviours in an investigative interview possess the same cognitive demands on the interviewer, Griffiths (2008) had further assigned all interview behaviours into 'simple' and 'complex' categories. The five areas, found in our prequel study, of most significant difference between the assessments of the investigators and the expert (namely route map, Cognitive Interview skills, summarising, pauses and silence, and opportunity for suspect to give account) would all be regarded as complex behaviours (Griffiths, 2008) .
As such, it is argued, that the inability of lower skilled interviewers, found in the present study, to provide either accurate or insightful feedback concerning these complex behaviours is unsurprising. Further, the authors argue that these five particular dimensions were defined by the results of our earlier study and of greater interest due to the results of that research. In addition, the present study also incorporated analysis of three 'simple' behaviours (preparation and planning, points to prove, and open mindedness; Griffiths, 2008) , where there were found no significant differences between the expert and participants in the earlier study (Walsh et al., 2017) . Furthermore, the participants for the current study were purposively selected across the three categories within the skills hierarchy, and not just from the low skilled category. As such, the authors also contend that the choice of behaviours analysed is another strength of the study design as it covers both simple and complex behaviours, being balanced by the involvement of participants possessing a breadth of skill levels.
A further consideration in relation to the data analysis is that the first author of this study had to be aware of the skill levels of the interviewers (as rated in the prequel study), when both constructing the data sample and interpreting the results. As such, we cannot rule out the possibility that such existing knowledge may have skewed the present findings. However, both authors, having examined both sets of data contained in the present and prequel study, possess between them near 60 years of professional investigative experience, two PhDs, and have published around 30 of their research papers in peer reviewed journals concerning analyses of investigators when undertaking interview practice. While still not immune from potential biases of course, such extensive professional and academic experiences and expertise, should be considered as balance to such concerns.
Having addressed these important elements of the study design this remainder of the discussion will focus upon the results, arguing that the frequency, type and quality of reflections produced by the participants of this study are linked to their level of competence. We contend that these findings provide both accuracy and insight, believed superior to a simple numeric score sheet. Such numeric rating arguably provides accuracy, depending on who is assessing the interview (see Walsh et al., 2017) , but is less effective in providing the necessary richness of insight, which was found in the present study.
The frequency of participants who wrote reflections for each of the six areas of the reflective cycle provides a major finding of this study. The number of participants writing reflectively decreased across the eight behavioural dimensions, inversely correlated to the increasing complexity of the dimensions. All twelve participants (100%) wrote reflections on both the (simple) planning and preparation and open mindedness dimensions (i.e. the behaviours where there had been no significant difference between the scores of the participants and expert in the earlier study). With regard to the points to prove behavioural dimension (possessing a moderate t value in the prequel study), all highly skilled and skilled participants wrote reflections, while only one of the low skilled so contributed. In turn, eight participants mentioned opportunity to give an account (moderate t value) in their reflection logs -with, again, only one of the low skilled participants included in this figure. The number of participants making entries relating to pauses and silence (also moderate t value) decreased again to six, although in this dimension the participants who did mention the behaviour were evenly distributed across the skills range of scores.
Only three participants made specific mention of summarising (moderate t value). This downward trend was also found when we examined those dimensions where the largest t values were found in the prequel study. Here, only two interviewers mentioned Cognitive Interview skills, while just one made any mention of providing a route map. From the findings of both the prequel and the present study there appears an association between the number of occasions that participants made reference to a behavioural dimension in the present study and the more significant differences between interviewer self-ratings, and those independently rated by the expert (as found in the prequel study). That is, the route map behavioural dimension is both the area of most significant difference between the expert's view and participants' selfassessment in our prequel study, and also the behavioural dimension least mentioned by participants in the present study. These rare references to these three behavioural dimensions (i.e. summarising, Cognitive Interview skills, and route map), found in the present study, also reflect a pattern of their rare utilisation that was found in our prequel study (and, indeed, other studies of interview practice; e.g. Clarke & Milne, 2001; Walsh & Bull, 2010; 2012; 2015; Walsh & Milne, 2008 ).
The quality of the reflections within the self-reflection logs in the present study suggests that, among the simple behaviours, higher skilled participants appeared more analytical in their reflections than lower skilled participants (who were able to correctly identify elements of the process, but made fewer comments that could be interpreted as either evaluative or analytical). The lower skilled participants tended to describe events within the interview with less focus upon learning for future interviews.
This finding indicates a level of competence commensurate with understanding the PEACE interview model (from a process perspective standpoint), but not one where they could convert their observations into tangible self-development strategies. In the more complex behaviours this picture changed, and the reflections of the higher skilled participants were also more functional, or absent completely. For example, in the opportunity to give an account dimension, only one participant linked the significance of the actual behaviour to rapport, a behavioural dimension acknowledged as a crucial element in investigative interviewing (Shepherd & Griffiths, 2013; St. Yves, 2014 : Walsh & Bull, 2012 .
It is also true, however, that there were exceptions to this overall picture. It was a low skilled participant who linked the behaviour above to the more important concept of rapport. This finding illustrates the point that, while the interviewers had been allocated to certain skill level categories (as a result of their overall ratings across all thirty behaviours in our prequel study), all interviewers will have particular individual skill strengths (Baldwin, 1993) . The finding that almost all our participants failed to reflect on the route map and Cognitive Interview skills dimensions suggests that individuals tend to ignore important skills that they were rarely found (in the prequel study) to undertake. This finding was similar to that found in the study of driving conducted by Roy and Liersch (2013) , suggesting this is a persistent problem, neutral of domain.
Behaviours, defined by Griffiths (2008) as complex, were often ones that we found (in our prequel study) to possess those most significant differences between self and expert ratings. They were also ones (in the present study) rarely discussed in the reflective logs. This is an important finding concerning the role of reflection in the development of interview skills. Dunning et al. (2003) argued that inaccurate selfassessments were to be expected from the incompetent. However, although we tended to find only isolated inaccurate comments made by individual participants, the findings from this present study are argued to be more consistent with Bloom's taxonomy (1956) , and Roy and Liersch (2013) . That is, the lower skilled individuals appeared able to accurately comment on what they observed or felt, but lacked the analytical and evaluation skills required to independently formulate development strategies in order to write reflections aimed at developing their skills. Bloom (1956) , suggested that the ability to analyse and evaluate is not attainable until a learner both understands and can apply a cognitive skill competently.
The findings of the present study suggest that lower skilled interviewers are less able than higher skilled interviewers to analyse and critique their own performance.
However, we found that even higher skilled interviewers failed to reflect adequately when they examined their skills concerning the more complex behavioural dimensions.
As such, this finding from the present study reinforces the argument (as expressed by Kruger & Dunning, 1999) that reflection is required to be combined with both feedback and coaching, both in relation to cognitive skills generally, and in regard to interview skills specifically (Griffiths, 2008 , Walsh & Bull, 2011 Walsh & Milne, 2007) . We argue that such approaches might well assist lower skilled interviewers in analysing and evaluating their performance, and higher skilled interviews to maintain their development. Self-reflection appears inadequate as a development tool, unless it is combined with expert feedback (Hoffman et al., 2014; Shepherd & Griffiths, 2013) .
The role of the expert is to act as a coach, refraining from directive feedback, but rather guiding the interviewer to identify strengths and areas for improvement (Shepherd & Griffiths, 2013 ).
The present study also indicates that skills development in complex cognitive skills is more complicated than earlier suggested (e.g. Abbot 1981; Kolb, 1984; Schon,1983) . This earlier literature tends to present skills development as a natural consequence of a cycle of action and reflection. In contrast, the present study strengthens the argument, put forward by Hoffman et al. (2014) , that both the complexity of the skill involved, and the overall skill level of the practitioner, are relevant factors in this equation.
In conclusion, this present study sought to answer two questions. That is, firstly, whether the narrative reflection logs completed by the participants were ones that are more accurate, and (secondly) more insightful, as self-assessments of interviewer performance than earlier numerically-based assessments. In terms of defining whether the reflection logs are more accurate, the authors conclude that the logs do present a more faithful picture of the overall competence level of the participants. It also provides a portrayal as to whether their proficiency is either at the level of 'simple knowledge' or at a higher analytical level (Bloom, 1956 ). This more reflective form of self-assessment of professional competence is also, arguably, more insightful in terms of the individual's skills development than a numerical score of their own performance in a single interview scenario (real or simulated). As such, the authors contend that well designed narrative self-reflection logs are more valuable and superior to numeric ratings, as one component of a coaching and development strategy to improve practitioners' skills.
We provided earlier our concerns regarding an organisational culture, driven by expediency rather than professionalism. We do not regress in our concerns, recognising that a comprehensive performance evaluation of a key skill for investigators (i.e. investigative interviewing) entails a more time-consuming approach by staff and their managers. In times when financial pressures may lead to possible sacrifice of quality, we need to counter such pressures if we are to be serious about increasing performance levels of investigators. It is important to ensure that considerable sums of money invested in initial training is not wasted later by a gradual and insufficiently managed deterioration of skills. We continue to witness a prevailing culture of reflection and evaluation in the fields of medicine and education, who each confront similar pressures upon resources as those that face law enforcement.
Reflection and evaluation, after all, are the essential components of professionalism.
